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Title: Assessing the Need, Acceptability, and Available
Resources for Adult Literacy Staff Development Through
Distance Education in Rural Pennsylvania and
Recommended Models to Meet the Needs

Project #: 2460000376 (contract 098-3001) Funding: $17,602
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Directors: Assistant Professor and Coordinator Adult
Education Penn State, Harrisburg

B. Allan Quigley, Ed.D.
Associate Professor and Regional Director Adult
Education, Monroeville, PA.
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Description: A survey of literacy and ABE providers in
rural Pennsylvania to determine: Their acceptance of
distance education for staff development, their comfort
with various modes, the accessibility of various
equipment. A literature review of staff development
for literacy and education in rural North America was
included. Recommendations/implementation plan.

Objectives: In rural PA: 1) determine staff attitudes towards various
interactive distance education technologies for purposes of
staff development, 2) to provide an overview of the
equipment accessible to staff, 3) to provide a literature
review of such staff development in North America.

Target Policy-makers, administrators, teachers/tutors

Products: Recomendations for implementation of distance education
across rural PA.

Evaluation: Evaluated by a 7 member Committee of Experts from
Staff Development Projects in rural PA. with input from the
Institute for the Study of Adult Literacy, and Center for
the Study of Distance Education, University Park.

Findings: An interactive audio system can be put in place economically
with minimal training, to be upgraded, over a 5 year period.

Conclusions: ABLE staff are interested in staff development by
distance education, such a system can be provided.
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ABSTRACT:

pPennsylvania is considered a "rural state" with a high
density of its population, and a high proportion of its
illiteracy problem, in the state's rural areas. The recent
federal initiative under the National Literacy Act to
provide professional development to literacy tutors/teachers
creates a challenge for Pennsylvania if it is to reach the
teachers/tutors in its rural ares for professional training
and development. This study examined the viability of
using various modes of interactive distance technology to

reach and provide professional development for this group.

Essentially a "fea bility study," it examined: 1) The
literature on conducting professional developmen: through
distance education within literacy and public education in
the U.S. and Canada, 2) the types of distance education
equipment which now exist in a representative sampling of
literacy programs in PA's rural areas for this purpcse and
3) the acceptance of teachers/ tutors of various modes of
interactive technology for such professional development in
a sampling of programs in rural areas. The study also
provides recommendations for future policy consideration.
It is the hope of the investigators that this study could
provide a research model for other states/provinces with a
high rural composition. It is also thought that the

recommendations given may have implications beyond PA alone.
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INTRODUCTION

Background and Rationale:

Tt is widely agreed among educators, legislators and
the wider research community that the complex problems
facing literacy are particularly acute in the all too often
neglected rural areas of this country (eg. Beder, 1991;
Institute for the Study of Adult Literacy, 19%0;. For
Pennsylvania, the challenge for rural literacy into the 21st
century is two-fold: 1) To have the vision to develop the
innovative technologically-based means for meeting the Staff
Professional Development (SPD) needs among the "hardest to
reach to train" and, 2) to have the collective ability and
will to mobilize existing resources and provide needed
technologies for staff development into the future.

Without attention to the rural programs of Pennsylvania
(PA), considered a rural state (Pennsylvania State Data
Center, 1992), it will be extremely difficult to impact
illiteracy in the future. It will also be difficult to
rationalize professional development under the new nine
region plan for Pennsylvania (see Christopher memo, March,
1992, Appendix A). Equal access to training for all staff
will be very difficult unless there is a viable means for
reaching the most remote program areas of the Commonwealth.

Distance education can provide a cost-effective means
to reach rural literacy educators (Barker, 1987; Benson &

Hirschenm, 1987; Independent High School, 1988; Siegmund &
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McFadden, 1985; wall, 1985). But, innovation, "however
simplistic or sophisticated in design, is not always
accepted by the users (Cookson, 1990). Before launching
into technological innovation for rural Pennsylvania
literacy staff development, questions about acceptability
and access needed to be addressed. Planning needs to be
based on what exists. This study has attempted to provide

some of the foundation for that planning.

2. Time Frame:

This project was conducted through a September, 1992-

June, 1993 ten month period.

3. Staff and Key Personnel:

The Co-Directors of the project were
Dr. Daniele D. Flannery, Ph.D.
Assistant Professor and Coordinator Adult
Education D.Ed. Program, Harrisburg
and
Dr. B. Allan Quigley, E4.D.
Associate Professor and Regional Director Adult

Education M.Ed. Program, Monroeville, PA.

Significant research input was made by Jackie Frye, a
Doctoral Student with Penn State and help was provided by

Gen Murphy, a Masters Student with Penn State University.
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Administrative assistance was provided by The Institute for
the Study of Adult Literacy and support was provided by the
Center for the Study of Distance Education, both at Penn
tate University. An Advisory Board of the Directors
and,/or Co-ordinators of the Staff Development Projects (see
Appendix A) from seven most rural regions in the state
provided guidance and input both to the survey design and
the final report. Additionally, two researchers, one each
from the Center for the Study of Distance Education, one
from the Institute for the Study of Adult Literacy examined
rhe literature review, contributed to the survey instrument

and discussed findings with the investigation team.

4. Target Audience:

-Policy Makers with Pennsylvania Department of
Education in Harrisburg, Directors and/or Co-
ordinators of the Staff Development Projects in
Pennsylvania.

.Teachers, administrators and tutors of literacy in the
rural areas of Pennsylvania.

.Distance Education researchers, policy-makers,
administrators in other states and Canadian

provinces.

5. Permanent Copies Location:

Permanent copies of this report may be obtained for the

-

i9
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next five years at the following addresses:

-Department of Education and -AdvancE

Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 333 Market St

333 Market Street HARRISBURG,

HARRISBURG, PA. PA.

17126-0333 17126-0332
REPORT

5. Problem Statement:

It is widely agreed among educators, legislators and

the wider research community that the complex problems

facing literacy are particularly acute in the all too often
neglected rural areas of this country (eg. Beder, 1991:
Institute for the Study of Adult Literacy, 1990). For
Pennsylvania, the challenge for rural literacy into the 21st
century is two-fold: 1) To have the vision to develop the
innovative technologically-based means for meeting the Staff
Professional Development (SPD) needs among the "hardest to
reach to train" and, 2) to have the collective ability and
will to mobilize existing resources and provide needed
technologies for staff development into the future.

It is clear that Pennsylvania is a rural state and,
therefore, must take special efforts to reach the literacy
practitioners in those regions if it is to take an even-

handed approach to professional development in the

11
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Commonwealth. More specifically, after the 1990 census, the
Pennsylvania State Data Center (Harrisburg Campus) compiled

statistics showing that Pennsylvania leads the nation in

rural population with 31% of its total population residing

in rural areas. The rural population figure, 3,693, 348,
reflects an increase of 1.4% since the 1980 census was taken
and compiled. (PSDC, 1992, p.1)

In addition, the State Data Center reports that seven
counties out of Pennsylvania's 68 total counties are 100%
rural. These inciude Forrest, Fulton, Juniata, Pike,
Sullivan, Susquehanna, and Wyoming counties. An additional
17 counties--Adams, Armstrong, Bedford, Bradford, Clarion,
Clearfield, Greene, Huntingdon, Indiana, Mifflin, Monroe,
Perry, Potter, Snyder, Somerset, Tioga, and Wayne--are
reported to have more than 75% of their populations residing
in rural areas (PSDC, 1992, p.l).

Conversely, Pennsylvania has only one county that is
100% urbar. -Philadelphia--and only eight counties--Delaware,
Allegheny. Montgomery, Lackawanna, Lehigh, Bucks, Dauphin,
and Beaver--with more than 75% of their populations residing
in urban areas (PSDC, 1992,p.1).

Thus, the Pennsylvania State Data Center reports that
while Pennsylvania is able to claim only 13% (9/68) of its
68 total counties as urban with urban populations of more
than 75%, it is able to claim 35% (24/68) of its counties as

rural with rural populations of more than 75%. In fact, a

Yod
&I
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full 62% of Pennsylvania counties (42/68) have at least 50%
of their populations residing in rural areas (PSDC,
1892,p.1}).

Without attention to the rural programs of Pennsylvania
in the disproportionately large rural area of the state, it
will be extremely difficult to impact illiteracy in the
future. It will also be difficult to rationalize
professional development under the new nine region plan for
Pennsylvania (see Appendix A). Equal access to training for
all staff will be very difficult unless there is a viable
means for reaching the most remote program areas of the
Commonwealth.

Distance education can provide a cost-effective means
to reach rural literacy educators (Barker, 1987; Benson &
Hirschenm, 1987; Independent High School, 1988; Siegmund &
McFadden, 1985; Wall, 1985). But, innovation, however
simplistic or sophisticated in design, is not always
accepted by the users (Cookson, 1990). Before launching
into technological innovation for rural Pennsylvania
literacy staff development, questions about acceptability
and access needed to be addressed. Planning needs to be
based on what exists. This study has attempted to provide

some of the foundation for that planning.

7. Goals and Objectives:

The project had four main objectives:
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1) To develop a literature review of relevant
distance education programs along with any needs
assessments and success measures conducted showing
levels of staff professional development in the
U.S. and Canada--including exemplary models from
schools--for possible usage in Pennsylvania. (See
Appendix C).

3) Collect data from literacy providers of

rural PA regarding their attitudes toward and
access to distance education for staff
development. Specifically, to examine three
levels of technoloay for purposes of data
gathering and analysis based on the framework of
what has already been used successfully in
Pennsylvania and other states such as Wisconsin,
Oklahoma, and Iowa (Barker, 1987; Institute for

the Study of Adult Literacy, 1990):

#1 Minimal: Interactive audio necessitating only telephone

hook-ups, interactive speaker systems, e.g., Darome
units, with print reading materials (used daily and
effectively at Penn State in several programs,

including Adult Education).

#2 Optimal: Interactive video and audio graphics (e.g.

electronic blackboards) plus print reading materials,
supplemented with computer conferencing using existing

personal computers and modems: (and interactive video-

14
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audio using existing t-1 links where possible, such as
at PSU Beherend,Harrisburg, Great Valley. and Hershey
Medical Center).
#3 Maximum: All of the above with interactive video/audio
at most locations using satellite down-link
transmission in local facilities and satellite uplink

technolo,, at Penn State, University Park.

In summary, the project was (a) to develop a base-line
summary of existing Pennsylvania distance education
resources available to support rural literacy staff
development, and (b) to assess the perceived and felt needs
for distance education staff development. Finally, 3) To
put forth three technological scenarios, differing in: (a)
nature and scope based on the level of technological
equipment available, (b) attitudes toward the use of-these
mediums, (c) guidance from the literature search of other
states and provinces, and the input of the community-

academic panel of experts.




8 Procedures Overview:

8.1 Definitions Used:

Distance education was defined as "all forms of
education in which all or most of the acts of teaching occur
at a different place from all or most of the learning with
the result that communication between teachers and learners
is by print or electronic media," (working definition

accepted at the Center for the Study of Distance Education).

A rural area was defined as "counties with 50% or more

rural populations using (Pennsylvania State Document Center

[PSDC] News, 10(1)February, 1992).

8.2 Sampling Procedures

For sampling of literacy programs, the names of all
literacy providers, administrators, tutors, teachers and
staff in primarily rural regions of PA were collected from
the Regional Staff Development Coordinators (see Appendix
A). A sample for the survey was gathered using a random
selection of twenty-five percent (25%) of the teacher/tutor
staff names from each of the rural regions. All of the

administrators were su.sveyed.
8.3 Survey Instrument

The survey instrument was designed from the information

gathered in the literature review, discussed above. It was

16
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designed to collect information on the type and number of
distance education "hardware resources" in, or readily
available to, the rural literacy programs which could be
utilized for staff development. The survey also collected
information on the actual need and acceptability of distance
education from the participants. It was then piloted and
reviewed with the panel of experts who added comments on

clarity and relevance.

Copies of the survey were first mailed out in March, 1993.
A follow-up postcard reminder was sent three weeks later.
Three weeks after the postcard, a new survey was sent to

thos. who had yet to respond.

9., Objectives Met

‘A representative sampling of tutors and teachers/staff
as well as administrators was surveyed with an
acceptable return rate.

-The basic availability of interactive distance
education was surveyed.

-The knowledge base of tutors and teachers/staff on the
use of these media was surveyed.

-The "comfort level" and acceptability of various these
media was investigated among tutors and

teachers/staff.

.Recommendations in the form of three scenarios is

17
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given.

-A cohort »f co-ordinators/directors of the rural
regions has been involved and, based on the
meetings held, would be in a position to implement
the recommendations given.

10. Negative Objectives and Objectives Not Met:

It was anticipated that some administrators would need

to be personally interviewed; however, their

return on the survey was high--higher than the

teachers or tutors--and it was decided this step

was not necessary. This indicates a high

willingness among administrators, as compared with
. tutors and teachers, to participate in future

projects of this type.

-It was anticipated that the survey would reveal both

who distance education experts were in each region

to assist in the future of this project and what

equipment existed--e.g., an "inventory." These

two objectives were too ambitious for this

project. It was obvious from the survey that very

few "experts" exist within our field on this topic

in rural PA. A second study involving a much

wider field of subjects than the literacy teachers

and tutors/staif within the rural areas would be

needed to meet this objective. Secondly, a

. precise inventory would require a fuller survey of
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the programs in PA. and, in fact, this is one of

the recommendations made in this report.
FINDINGS:
11. Instrument, Methodology, Findings
a. Survey Data:
Three hundred and six surveys were mailed out. Forty-five
percent (n=138) were returned. Forty percent (n=122) of
those returned were usable. * "Unusable" surveys were
those with many questions unanswered (Please see Positions
of Total N, Chart #1 and Worksheet 1 for visual description

of survey population).

‘ b. Survey Responses on Staff vevelopment Needs:
One of the most important findings of this survey was the
variety of responses to questions about staff development
itself (see Table 1 below). The responses differed by the

various roles people held. Staff development was more

important to administrators and teachers/staff (please see

Total Charts, Admin Charts Instructors Charts and Volunteer

Charts following).

.
IS

It must be noted that about twenty people who chose not to
participate did return their surveys with comments. The comments
were of two kinds: 1) some of the persons on the mailing lists were
no longer involved in literacy work, 2) Others stated that they had

‘ received far too many surveys from the State PDE and from their own
regions, and they were not going to answer more.

o 19
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13
administrators and teachers/staff obviously spent more time
in staff development, traveled to get to staff development,
and perceived a need for more staff development.
vVolunteers, on the other hand, did not participate as much
in staff development and felt they had adequate staff
development. There were very different views between

volunteers and teachers/staff on what training, of any kind,

was needed. Volunteers felt they had enough training in 78%
of the cases; whereas, teachers/staff said they had adequate
training in 65% and 57% of the cases respectively. Most

importantly for this study, volunteers said if they would

attend staff development, 72% of them would travel just 1/2

hodr to get to the place where staff development was

delivered. This is in sharp contrast with the

administrators /(86%) and teachers/staff (77%) who would

travel 1/2 hour. Furthermore, thirty-nine percent and

thirty percent of administrators and teachers/staff,

respectively, would travel two hours for staff development

(see Table 1 below).

N
~
4
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\ Worksheet 1

Primary Institution

By

School Dist.

% Libra
11% wrary

230 :. - Voluntary Ag.
Univ./College
11% .1 CBO

= Other

20%

Education

2%
B H.S. Diploma

GED

BB Assoc. Degree
2%

B Bach. Degree
24% 6% J

w Mast. Degree

‘1. Doctorate

£ Other

34%

e
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Positions of Total N Chart 1
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Total Charts

@ g
Total (by Region) i
i
35
30
25
20
15
10 -
5
t 0 -
Reg. 1 Reg. 2 Reg. 5 Reg. 6 Reg. 7 Admin.
W ves
No
Adequate Staff ' .
Development Time in Staff Development
12%
6% M 0 Hours
32% )
- 1.5-3 Hrs.
B 3.5-6 Hrs.
M other
38%
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Admin Charts

18
16
14
12

10

W ves

No

43%

Reg. 1

Adeguate Staff
Development

ADMINISTRATORS

e

Admin.

Time in Staff Development

57% . O Hours
1.5-3 Hrs.

‘5795 M 3.5-6 Hrs.

W other
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Instructors Charts

INSTRUCTORS (by Reg.)

12

(0]

H

N

Reg. 1 eg.

| Yes

No  Adequate Staff
Development

35%

65%

Reg. 5

10
l

Reg. 6 Admin.

Time in Staff Development

4%

B 0 Hours

1.5-3 Hrs.

58% B 3.5-6 Hrs.

B Other

4]
N
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Volunteer Cnarts

25

20

15

Adequate SD.T

VOLUNTEERS (by Reg)

Reg. 6 Reg. 7

Time in Staff Deveiopmy

10%

2%

20%
B 0 Hours
1.5-3 Hrs.
M 3.5-6 Hrs.
M other
20
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Table_1: Staff Development Data

A T/S v
Impt of staff development 50% 57% 44%
to me.
Adequate staff development 57% 54% 78%
SD hours per month 0 18% 34% 68%
1/2 - 3 57 45 20
31/2 -6 18 2 2
other 7 16 10 |
Travel regularly to $D 75% 45% 22%
Do not travel regularly 21% 52% 76%
If travel regularly, miles
of regular SD travel 1 - 25 nb5 né nll
26 - 60 8 9 1
61 - 85 7 0 0
g6 -110 2 2 0
110+ 2 4 0
Need more SD 61% 61% 48%
Will travel 1/2 hr for SD 86% 77% 72%
Will travel 2 hrs for SD 39% 30 14%

b. Survey Responses on Access to & Attitudes about

Technology for Staff Development:

Access to equipment for distance education delivery is
problematic. Clearly, the most available equipment is video
cameras and VCR's (See Table 2) with more than 70% of
administrators and teachers/staff noting access to the
equipment for staff development. Because of these numbers,
and the low response from volunteers, it would appear that
volunteers are not aware of the existence of such equipment.
The volunteer response also raises the issue of whether this
equipment has been used at all for volunteer training.

video conferencing and audio conferencing equipment and

27
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computers with modems computers with mcdems are} by
comparison, significantly less available for staff
development (it must be noted, that at times it appears
respondents crossed the notion of use of video cameras,
VCR's, etc. with that of interactive video conferencing, the
“combination of audio and video media to link people in
different places by voice and with television pictures"

(Mabry, 1987, p. 20)).

The Advisory rpanel felt that the respondents have had two
experiences. They have used VCR's and video cameras and
have attended large teleconferences where a program was

. beamed in by satellite. The panel felt that most of the
respondents had not engaged in teleconferencing where a
totally interactive session is carried on between

participants at two or more sites (see Table 2 below).
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Table 2: Access to Technology for Staff Development

A T/S \ i‘
Audio conferencing equipment 32% 27% 12% |I
Computer with modem 29% 14% 4% IH
video taping, etc. eguipment 89% 66% 34% Ii
video conferencing eguipment 36% 41% 18% Ii

Attitudes toward use of distance education for delivery
of staff development were positive for administrators' and
teachers/staff (see Table 3). Forty to 50 % of the
volunteers expressed support for the use of technology.
While there was not a great difference between subjects'
feelings on the technologies to be used for staff

. development, there were clear distinctions between
technologies when the comfort levels were looked at with

each medium (and see Table 3 below) .?

2 Regrettably, the survey neglected to ask people's comfort
with learning with audio-conferencing. This can be surmised;
however, in the next section when considering skills necessary for

. using each of the technologies.
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Table 3: Attitudes Toward Use of Technology

A T/S v
Use audio for SD 75% 66% 42%
Use ccmputer for SD 75% 59% 46%
Use video (tapes, 86% 57% 52%
conferencing, ecc. for SD
Comfort learning with SA-A 68% 48% 38%
computers D-8D 11% 25% 10%
NE 3% 11% 28%
Comfort learning with SA-A 61% 57% 52%
video D-SD 14% 7% 14%
NE 4% 5% 4%

Based on these data concerning "comfort levelg" with

various media, administrators are slightly more comfortable

with computers than video. Teachers/staff are slightly more

comfortable with video than computers. These findings may

reflect the fact that administrators work more with
computers while teachers are more likely to use video
cameras, etc. Clearly, volunteers record much less comfort

with computers than with video overall.

D. Survey Responses Concerning Skill Support and Training

Needed for the Use of Technology for Staff Development:

Several questions in the survey were designed toc assess
whether the respondents had the skills which would
contribute to successful use of each of the particular
mediums. For example, speaking on the phone, sharing

information on the phone, etc. are skills which would be
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helpful to one's participation in an audio-conference.
Many skills necessary for successful engagement in audio-

conferencing were possessed by all three subject groups.

These included speaking on the phone, participating in
conference calls, receiving and giving information over the
telephone, understanding inf- 3ition without seeing the
speaker, learning information over the phone, learning in
groups, acting on directions received over the phone, and

interacting with people without seeing them.

Several other areas of skills for audio-conferencing demand

particular training. First, people in all role groups (18%,

20% and 12% respectively) had aversion to using a
microphone. Speaking to a group using a microphone was more

uncomfortable yet (25%, 23%, 18%).

Skills supporting computer/modem use for staff development

varied across the role groups. As would be expected,
administrators had »nrked most with computers (75%),
teachers/staff were next (59%), followed by volunteers
(48%). Even more of a spread occurred when questioned about
comfort "tinkering" with computers (61%, 52%, 28%) The
three role groups had high comfort levels with the skills of

typing, writing and letter writing.

Because of lack of experience, training is needed for
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computer use to deliver distance education in the following
areas: working on a computer (0, 25%, 30%), understanding
computer technology (3%, 23%, 26%), using computers to send
information (28%, 39%, 52%), using computers to receive
information (25% 39%, 48%), writing to an electronic
bulletin board (50%, 57%, 58%), and questioning persons on
the computer (39%, 54%, 54%). Additionally, people must be
helped to become comfortable with interacting with people
without hearing them. Respondents were either uncomfortable

with this (7%, 14%, 12%) or had not experienced this (21%,
32%, 24%).

As with audio conferencing, so too in computer-conferencing,
the issue of interacting with people without seeing them
must be addressed. Discomfort with this was noted

(3%, (9%,8%), as was a lack of experience with this method

(18%, 14%, 12%).

Skills supporting.z;ggg use which were strongly possessed
included receiving information from TV, listening to others
via tape, watching instructional TV. While, speaking in
public received an adequate rating (61%, 59%, 54%), it must
also be noted that enough people were uncomfortable speaking
in public to merit further training in this skill (21%, 14%,

18) .

e,
t>




20
o

A number of aspects needed significant further training to
support video use. The training aspects were needed either
because of extreme discomfort with particular skills or,
similarly to the computer-conferencing training, because of
no experience with particular skills. The needs included
extreme discomfort with seeing oneself on video-tape (32%,
27%, 24%), seeing oneself on live TV (28%, 30%, 28%),
listening to ones own voice on tape (36%, 20%, 22%),
speaking on live TV (14%, 20%, 20%), and discomfort seeing
oneself on .ive TV (14%, 20%, 20%). Other persons had no
experience with seeing oneself on video-tape (7%, 14%, 14%) ,
seeing oneself on live TV (7%, 11%,16%), speaking on "live"
‘ TV (32%, 36%, 42%), attending a video conference (39%, 36%,

42%), and learning via a video conference (43%, 43%, 52%).

12. Summary and Conclusions:

It was clear from the data that there was a difference
between the tutors and the teachers/staff on the issue of
how much staff development these two groups thought were
necessary for themselves and how they perceived their
commitment to be involved in more staff development.
Teachers/staff were willing to travel further and were
generally more open to staff development than were tutors.
There was little experience in audio conferencing per se
although the "comfort level" was high with this medium (note

‘ also discomfort with the use of microphones and the apparent
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need for more public speaking experience).

In the case of video, where interactive video-conferencing
was concerned, there was little experience and, again, very
little experience on computer conferencing. The comfort
levels of teachers/staff was somewhat higher on the use of
video since, probably, they had used this equipment fop
play-back on their jobs. Administrators, however, had

higher comfort levels with computers.

In all cases, there was limited knowledge and experience in
any of the three scenarios discussed (below)": Audio-

. conferencing, video-conferencing, computer-conferencing.

The comfort levels with audio point to a potential to use
this medium as "user-friendly" among teachers/staff, and use
the others as enhancements to audio-conferencing. It was
also clear that there was considerable video equipment in
program centers or accessible to those centers--
surprisingly, tutors had seemed to have had little or no
access to this equipment and, again surprisingly, this
equipment had not been used much by the teachers/staff

themselves in their own professional development.

The same was true of computers. Many had or had access to

pc's but few had ever been involved with computer
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conferancing.

Thus, -where the comfort level was high (audio), the
equipment for making this the lead system was low (few

audio-conference systems were reported).

A. Recommendations:

At the outset of this report, it was suggested that three
scenarios would be given for policy consideration of the use
of interactive distance education technology for
professional staff development in the literacy field. The
fact that two distinct groups emerged as the "target group"-
-tutors and teachers/staff--create an unanticipated
di.nension of the report. Namely, a one "one size fits all"
system of interactive distance education might not be either
possible or efficacious. What is suggested is a Phase-In
process relying on the more committed teachers/staff to take
the lead in a Demonstration Model implementation of audio
later accompanied by computer and video. This approach is
suggested both because of the comfort/acceptance of the
various media in the field and the relative cost of
implementing the other scenarios. What is given, then, is
the three scenarios as discussed, followed by the
Demonstration Model and its suggested phase-in for

implementation.
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B. Three Scenarios for Interactive Distance Education .n

Pennsylvania:

Scenario #1: Minimal Cost/Minimal Training: Interactive
audio necessitating only telephone hook-ups, interactive

speaker systems, e.g., Darome units, with print reading

materials. ?

In this scenario, a set of audio-conference equipment is
approx. $1,000 and one-two sets per center would be adequate
(see Demonstration Model below). Implementing these per
each Staff Development center would permit state-wide
training, workshops and meetings to take place as well as

. .region-wide workshops and meetings. Only telephone lines
are required. Thus, in the 7 regions, all 7 could have

basic equipment (see below) for approx. 14,000.

However, the audio systems alone are very minimal. Visuals
(e.g., graphs, overheads, figures) 